The paper gives an analysis of productively occurring dative constructions in German, attempting to unify what are known traditionally as Double Object and Experiencer Datives. The datives in question -cipients as we call them -are argued to be licensed under two conditions: One, predicates licensing cipients project a theme and a location argument internally; two, interpretation of the predication as a whole involves reference to two dissociated temporal intervals, or more generally, indexical truth intervals. It is argued that the location argument is needed because it provides the variable that is bound by the cipient argument -the variable in question ranges over superlocations of the location argument referent. Reference to two truth intervals is forced because interpreting the cipient structure involves evaluation of two propositional meanings that would contradict each other in a single context. The first propositional meaning is embedded in the predicate; it encodes that something is at a certain location (in quality space). The second propositional meaning is projected as a presupposition that corresponds just to the negation of the first one. The cipient, functioning as the logical subject of the construction, accommodates this second presuppositional meaning; this makes the construction as a whole interpretable. The analysis applies uniformly to what appear to be the two major contexts licensing cipients: 'eventive' and 'too-comparative' predications, thereby accounting for some striking parallels between them.
l. Introduction
It is important in linguistic theorizing which phenomena are grouped and analyzed together, if the theory is to be evaluated against (hence indirectly to be built on) the phenomena.1 This paper seeks to show that grouping together a range of constructions featuring dative case-marked arguments in German (and many other languages as well) allows for interesting conjectures about the interface between syntactic and semantic/pragmatic representations (taking for granted that constructions with parallel syntax are interpreted in a parallel fashion). Specifically, productive dative-case markIn: Daniel Hole, Andre Meinunger und Werner Abraham (Hrsg.) (2006) : Datives and Other Cases: Between argument structure and event structure. Amsterdam: Benjamins, ing correlates with reference to two (vs. one) truth intervals in semantic/pragmatic interpretation, as well as with the presence of indexical elements in the syntactic structure which are mapped onto locations and degrees. The constructions that I argue to have parallel syntactic/semantic structures are exemplified in ( l The sentences in (la) are examples of the familiar Double Object Construction (DOC). The sentences in (lb) exemplify what may be called Dative Experiencer Construction (DEC). I will first argue that the structure responsible for the licensing of dative arguments in a DOC corresponds to the structure of a DEC. Crucially, this structure includes (projects) an indexical location or degree argument that is related to the theme argument ('location') as well as to the dative argument ('inclusion'). The licensing predication relation between the dative subject and its predicate (a thing@loc3 propositional meaning with an abstractable superlocation variable) I propose to be established by a category pertaining to the tense/indexing system of natural language different from traditional T(ense) but reminiscent of Giorgi and Pianesi's T2 (Giorgi & Pianesi 1991) . The DEC variant given last in ( lb) does not feature a verbal but an adjectival predicate; more precisely, it involves a too-comparative predicate (cf. Meier 2003) . In the absence of a degree element (too or (not. ..) enough), no dative is licensed generally with adjectival predicates. We see that a ioo-comparative licenses a DOC structure as well with verbal predicates that usually do not license dative arguments (Individual Level Predicates (Carlson 1978) We argue that the degree element in the too-comparative case plays a role parallel to that of the location argument; 'location' must then be understood in a wide sense, covering at least 'degree location' (fixing the degree to which something (the theme referent) instantiates a certain property). The gist of the proposal can be stated in terms of licensing conditions for dative arguments (in German): the syntactic condition in I and the semantic/pragmatic condition in II have to be met in order for a dative argument to be licensed (see the previous note for (groups of) cases not explicitly discussed here).4 I. The lexical predicate of a dative licensing construction comprises an indexical (degree) location argument that is related to the theme (location) as well as to the dative (inclusion in).
II. Interpretation of a dative licensing construction involves the checking of two disjoint truth intervals.2 * * 5 * * If I and II are on the right track, then the notions employed in formulating these conditions must capture something that matters in important ways at the interface between syntax and semantics/pragmatics. The article is structured as follows: In Sections 2.1 to 2.3 I discuss more prominent approaches to dative licensing, including the Larsonian, the possessor raising and the applicative approaches and their problems. In Section 2.4, evidence is presented suggesting that cipient structures always comprise a predicate internal location argument, even if this is not visible on the surface (as is often the case). Section 2.5 presents parallels between DOCs and DECs that suggest that the part of structure relevant for licensing cipients is the same in both cases: the dative is the 'subject' of the construction, connected to its predicate by material that pertains to the tense/indexing system of natural language that implements the condition in II. Section 3 develops a unified analysis for (the cipient licensing part of) DOCs and DECs, starting with the verbal domain and the relation between the cipient and the (PP) location argument. According to the proposal, cipients 'double' PP locations in a whole-part agreement configuration, akin to a clitic doubling structure. Section 3.2 explores the properties of the location argument important for condition II. Cipient structure interpretation involves reference to two truth intervals. I argue that the cipient predicate projects a presupposition that crucially involves the location argument referent; the presupposition as a whole is the negation of a propositional meaning embedded in the predicate. In the (eventive) verbal case, the propositional meaning -thing@loc for short -encodes that something is at a certain location; in the foo-comparative case, it encodes that something instantiates a property to a certain degree. Modulo choice of variables, the representational format is the same for both cases. We suggest that reference to two truth intervals must be made because contradictory propositional meanings do not fit single truth intervals. The last section illustrates the proposed analysis with a basic account of blocking effects associated with the cipient structure and an account o f 'repetitive' vs. 'restitutive' ambiguities found in the construction.
Shifting, raising, doubling

Dative shift
Ditransitive predicates (of the give/send-type) regularly show alternating argument realization frames. This 'dative alternation ' (cf. Larson 1988; den Dikken 1995 The example in (3a) illustrates the Double Object Construction (DOC), that in (3b) the PP-Location construction. In the DOC, the traditional goal/recipient (cipient) can bind the theme syntactically, but not the other way around. In the PP location construction, binding data indicate that the theme c-commands the PP location, but the relation is more symmetric in that binding from the PP into the theme is marginally possible (cf. Barss & Lasnik 1986; Larson 1988 [a saint]nom appeared at a prophet 'A saint appeared at a prophet's.' Pronoun binding data show that c-command relations are as in the ditransitive case: at LF at the latest, the cipient c-commands the nominative theme, and the theme ccommands the PP location:6 (7) a. His, (own) Structures as (8) appear to license both a cipient and a PP location, which should be forbidden if one were derived from the other as under the Larsonian analysis.8 The Larsonian tradition according to which the 'dative alternation' is a syntactic transformation involving preposition incorporation/absorption and movement (for case) cannot account for the fact that cipients and PP location arguments may cooccur.
Possessor raising
Given that DOCs typically denote 'transfer of possession' and that there often appears to be a kind of possessive relation between the dative and the theme argument in DECs as well, it seems attractive to subsume the cipient construction under a 'possessor raising' analysis (cf. among many others Szabolsci 1994; Landau 1999): According to a possessor raising analysis, the cipient would start out as an 'internal possessor' of the theme and would then raise to its surface position in a process involving absorption of genitive case or a preposition. Among the largely theory-independent arguments against a possessor raising analysis, two are particularly strong. First, there need by no means be a possessive relation between the dative cipient and the theme, cf. e.g.: Examples such as (9) suggest that to the extent that there is something like a possessor relation in the cipient construction, it is between the dative cipient and the PP location. This points to a priviledged semantic relation between the two.9 Furthermore, an 'internal possessor' can occur in the presence of and in addition to a dative cipient, and this for practically all arguments: (10) If the 'external possessor' (shifted dative (cipient)) were the result of absorption on the part of the base position/extraction site, one would expect that the relevant position cannot be occupied in the presence of an external possessor. 'Multiple possessor constructions' like in (12) are excluded.
(12) *This is Otto's Anna' s house. 
Applicative head analyses
Analyzing cipients in terms of applicative heads has recently gained prominence. According to this line of thought, there are special heads that encode possession and that license cipients in their specifier position; this treatment of cipients is reminiscent of the Kratzerian (1996) analysis according to which the agent role is syntactically licensed by a head 'little v' or 'voice'. Arguably, little v in turn descends from the CAUSE predicate of Generative Semantics (Dowty 1979) . The applicative analysis is prominently advanced by Marantz (1993) and developed by Pylkkanen (2002) and McGinnis (2001) . The latter two authors argue that there are 'high' and 'low' applicative heads encoding possessive relations, on the one hand between the cipient and an event encoded lower in the structure (high applicatives) and on the other hand between the cipient and the theme (low applicatives). Languages differ as regards whether they furnish 'high' or 'low' applicatives or both.
While there is good reason to believe that cipients are licensed by a designated head, the applicative head analysis is not convincing for a variety of reasons. We have already seen that the idea that cipients stand in a possessive relation to other material in the structure is problematic (Section 2.2). The claim that English has only low applicatives runs into problems because there are clear cases in English where there is a semantic relation between the cipient and an event (however understood), something that should be excluded under the Pylkkanen/McGinnis approach. A punch, for example, should count as an event -in (13), the theme appears to denote an event then.
(13) Anna gave Otto a punch.
*Otto had a punch.
Furthermore, cipients do not pattern with agents as they would be expected to if they were licensed by a head functioning like little v; cipients, much more robustly than agents, are excluded from processes traditionally assumed to apply in the lexicon, such as word or idiom formation (see e.g. Larson 1988; Marantz 1993 At least certain agents seem to be more lexical than cipients. Under an analysis assuming applicative heads with a rather specific meaning, cipients would be expected to behave more like agents. The fact that cipients are excluded from processes standardly assumed to apply in the lexicon suggests that cipients are licensed exclusively in the syntax. Under the analysis spelled out below, cipients are clearly functionally licensed, namely by material pertaining to the tense-/indexing system of natural language.
Conceptually, the idea that languages differ with respect to their applicative head equipment goes against the basic assumption that languages are uniform as far as the material substantive to interpretation is concerned (cf. Chomsky 1999). For different languages to have different applicative heads would mean for them to differ substantially with respect to the means they have for expressing certain meanings; this seems to be particularly unlikely for closely related languages like English (claimed to have only high applicatives) and German (which would need to have both high and low applicatives, see Brandt 2003:107ff.) . Further, it appears questionable that there is a primitive meaning 'have' , let alone several ones (cf. already Benveniste 1966; see more recently Belvin & den Dikken 1997) .
The location argument
This section presents evidence that a location argument is always projected in the constructions we are discussing, even if this is not visible on the surface. We propose that the reason why location arguments are needed in the cipient construction is this: Cipients 'double' location arguments. Syntactically, cipients are licensed in an agreement relation with a category pertaining to the tense system that depends on a location argument lower in the structure. Semantically, cipients are superlocations of predicate-internal location arguments, and the variable they bind stems from the latter.
LOCs licensing force
A range of patterns suggest that the projection of a location argument is a necessary condition for cipient licensing. Often, and certainly with verbal predicates that can be informally characterized as 'process'-denoting, cipients are only licensed in the presence of an overtly expressed PP location argument or a locative prefix on the verb; the following pattern is perfectly productive in German (and similarly in e.g. Dutch): (16) The lists in (17) and (18) illustrate the type of predicate that typically occurs in the DEC and DOC in German. It is striking that as a general rule, these predicates are prefixal -for the majority of cases, it is arguably the case that the prefix is related to a locative element that has incorporated into the verbal form (cf. for arguments in favor of the locative origin of the pertaining prefixes a.o. Seebold 2002; Maylor 1998 ', uber-mitteln 'transfer' , iiber-bringen 'over-bring', vergeben, verzeihen 'forgive', auf-tragen, be-fehlen 'order', aus-sprechen 'utter' , aus-leihen 'lend', ver-machen 'bequeathe' , ver- The verbal passive DOC, projecting an (optionally expressed) agent under standard assumptions, can live without a locative prefix, but the adjectival passive DOC that does not project an agent cannot. We will offer a partial explanation for this pattern in Section 2.5 below, where we argue that the structure of adjectival passive DOCs is completely parallel to that of DECs. at which neighbor of Otto has one him seen 'At which of Otto's neighbors has he been seen?'
Quantificational binding
We can explain that the (a) sentences are worse than the (b) sentences if in the former, the WH quantifier reconstructs into a location argument position below the theme argument, giving rise to a crossover (Principle C) effect. In the (b) examples, the quantifier reconstructs into an adjunct position that is higher than the position of the theme.11
We see an analogous effect in the domain of degree predication, where toocomparative structures with fronted WH constituents providing information about the actual degree of instantiation pattern with the location argument structures. Structures that lack the too-comparative but that allow 'degree adjuncts' pattern with the location adjunct structures ((Marcel Reich-)Ranicki is a famous literary critic in Germany): (22) Along the location argument vs. adjunct line, we can explain the contrast if the WH constituent in cases like (22a) reconstructs into a degree argument position below the theme whereas the WH constituent in cases like (22b) reconstructs into an adjunct position above the theme. The analysis predicts, of course, that Reinhart's c-command condition on bound variable readings is met at LF in the location/degree argument cases, but not in the location/degree adjunct cases. As is often the case with reconstruction phenomena, judgments are again subtle but appear to be clear enough for some speakers. (23) and (24) 
Coordination o f identical constituents
Another argument for a silent location argument in the cipient construction comes from patterns of coordination in conjunction with verb raising. It is generally assumed that only constituents with identical structure can be coordinated. One can say:
[Anna a letter] and [aparcel to Ede]].
If what can be coordinated are constituents with identical makeup, the structure of (26) must be as indicated in (27) There is a problem here, however (pointed out to me by Magdalena Schwager): we would expect the second conjunct to be interpreted with respect to the cipient (like the first one), if conjuntion takes place below the cipient; this is not the case, though. A possible solution to the problem builds on the fact that contrastive focus marking is needed for the construction to be felicitous. Contrast on the PP in particular indicates that it is interpreted with respect to a contextually given set of alternatives (Rooth 1985) rather than with respect to the cipient. Some support for this idea comes from data such as (29), where contrastively focus-marked PP locations seem to marginally be able to take scope over cipients, an option that is usually excluded: 
Hin und her (hither and thither)
A third argument for a silent location argument in cipient predication is provided by the separable prefixes hin 'hither' and her 'thither' in German -these elements strictly depend on the presence of a location argument in the structure in which they occur. Intuitively, hin and her signal the 'directedness' of an event away from some implicit source to some location (hin) or toward the source from some location (her):
Otto drove thither 'Otto drove there.' b. Otto fuhr her.
Otto drove hither 'Otto drove here.'
Predicates that do not contain location arguments are incompatible with hin und her, respectively: In the respects discussed so far, DOCs and DECs behave similarly to each other -we have seen evidence indicating that location argument projection is crucial in both cases and that c-command relations between projected arguments are the same. Both cases share core aspects of meaning, expectedly if they take part in the same type of alternation (Levin 1993, cf . Section 2.1). To repeat, overt expression of a location argument is needed more in adjectival passive than in verbal passive DOCs, bringing adjectival passive DOCs close to (unaccusative) DECs in this respect already. The obvious difference between fully blown DOCs and DECs is that unlike DECs, DOCs project an agent argument. It is theoretically desirable to assume that if an agent is missing, then so is the structure licensing it: under a minimalist perspective, there should be no structure that is not interpreted. Assuming with Kratzer (1996) The coordination patterns speak in favor of the subject status of cipients, and other facts do as well. In Icelandic, what appear to be cipients can bind certain subjectoriented anaphors (cf. Maling 1990); in German, partial extraction from cipients is just as bad as from subjects of Individual Level Predicates, which may be the clearest instances of subjects in a more general sense (being licensed externally at base and being presuppositional). Subjects are traditionally defined as D/NPs that are licensed in the specifier position of the Tense projection. Quite clearly in fully blown DOCs, the dative cannot be in the usual T(ense) projection -this is where the agent argument is (case-) licensed. An argument that cipients (in both adjectival passive DOCs and DECs) are licensed in a designated position that is different from T(ense) can be made on the basis of somewhat more intricate coordination patterns involving Equi Deletion (Hohle 1983; Heycock & Kroch 1993) . Let us adopt the assumptions Heycock and Kroch make concerning coordination under Equi Deletion:
(36) a. The coordinated constituents have to be of like category.
b. The deleted element has to be 'outside' («s higher structurally than) the first conjunct.
Let us assume further that the verb in German verb-second sentences is in the C(omplementizer) position (den Besten 1989). Observe that both preverbal nominative subjects and cipients can undergo equi-deletion, as is predicted given (36) EC seemed the swimming in.the lake admitted 'Playing on the lawn was forbidden for the kids, but they seemed to be allowed to swim in the lake.'
The constructions in (37) are fine; here, the part of structure that is coordinated under equi-deletion corresponds to everything below the SpecTP position. A well defined exception to the rule that the shared element has to be 'outside' the coordinated constituent is constituted by regular (nominative) subjects: These may be deleted under conjunction, although the verb is in a higher position in verb-second sentences with topicalization of a non-subject: If cipients were licensed in a way analogous to 'standard nominative subjects' , we would expect them to behave like the latter in the deletion under coordination paradigm, which they do not. The coordination under deletion pattern indicates that cipients are not associated with (licensed by) the standard T projection. The fact that cipient presence gives rise to 'extra tensing' options suggests that cipients are licensed in a designated lower position that is just as tense related. Thus 'small infinitives' generally forbid independent temporal location of the embedded propositional meaning, but they allow it as soon as a cipient argument is projected:17 (41) The conjecture is that while cipients are lower than the standard T(ense) projection, they are still above material that achieves temporal location -specifically, what is temporally located in examples such as (41) or (42) is the expected post states of the attempts that are depicted -for (41) that one be away on the occasion of Otto's party and for (42) that Europe be with Otto.18 It was noted in Section 2.4 that an overt locative prefix is more strictly required in adjectival than in verbal passive DOCs. If what we propose here is on the right track, we have the beginnings of a story why this should be so: We argue that the location argument projected in the cipient construction has a crucial part in furnishing a second index that must be checked when it comes to interpretation; suppose that the locative morphology signals this. If there is agentive structure and associated morphosyntax present, it may be clear from this already that there is reference to two truth intervals involved in the interpretation of the construction. Agents are causers, and causation relates states of affairs at different times.19 It seems plausible that if agentivity helps signalling presence of two intervals, then locative morphology will be less needed.
Location doubling and whole-part agreement
We saw that cipients have certain properties associated with subjecthood, including that they appear to mark a 'tensed domain' .20 In the light of the crucial role PP locations appear to play for the construction, we may consider (43) as the structure licensing cipients:
In (43), cipients are licensed in the specifier position of a functional projection that pertains to the tense system of natural language, called here 'little t'. Depending on the presence of a predicate-internal location argument, t can license a cipient in its specifier position.
The structure in (43) is essentially that of a clitic-doubling configuration.21 So we find the features of clitic doubling structures associated with the cipient structure. In clitic doubling structures, there appear to be two argument expressions that relate to one and the same role; second, in the the presence of a doubling clitic, the source for the doubling may remain unexpressed (like PP locations in the presence of a cipient). Third, clitic doubled arguments show evidence of being external arguments and involve a form of agreement with the doubled element.
From a semantic/pragmatic perspective, clitic doubled arguments behave like 'subjects' roughly in Strawson's sense, that is, as expressions carrying presuppositions of some definite empirical fact (a presupposition of existence in the weakest case). It is argued by Gutierrez-Rexach (2000) that clitic doubled arguments in Spanish carry existence presuppositions, which squares well with the fact that they regularly appear to take unusually wide scope (e.g., Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou 1997) . Indeed in languages like Greek or Spanish, the cipient structure is realized in a clitic-doubling configuration:22 [Spanish, Montrul 1995:183] The main difference between standard clitic doubling structures (or how they are thought of) and the cipient structure is that while in the former there appears to be perfect identity of reference between the doubled and the doubling element, the semantic relation between cipients and PP locations is of the whole-part kind. Readyto-use terms are largely lacking in this domain (but cf. Moltmann 1997; Husserl 1913 ), but we see the relevance of the kind of inclusion relation in shading contrasts like the following: In an obvious but to be clarified sense, for the average German Otto includes Otto's lap more than his car, while his car more than his table belongs to Otto the person as a part.
More on the cipient-PP location relation
We propose that cipients and PP locations have to relate as superlocations to sublocations: PP locations come with additional free variables ranging over superlocations of the PP location referent, and it is such a superlocation variable that the cipient expression binds. The relevant partial LF contributed by PP locations can be represented as follows, where p and w are variables ranging over locations and R is a relation of (at least) inclusion:
Deferring discussion of its contribution to temporal/indexical structure, we can think of the t head as rendering the cipient slot 'active' by abstracting over the superlocation variable w. Unlike for PP locations, holding that cipients denote locations seems strange at first.23 There appears to be a crosslinguistically valid correlation, however, between the ease with which cipients are licensed and the 'strength' or 'prominence' of the inclusion relation between the cipient and the PP location (cf. the hierarchy for 'possessor constructions' proposed by Payne & Barshi 1999) . The more prominent the part of the cipient is that the PP location denotes, the more easily the cipient is licensed. German appears to constitute a worst case as far as the cipient-PP relation is concerned; loose spatiotemporal inclusion as well as metaphorically extended senses make the construction available; thus (48a) is felicitous if we know that Anna has an office in London to which she has some access (which needn't be physical) and (48b) There is some evidence from acquisition studies that 'possession' might really be derivative of 'inclusion at a sublocation' in the relvant sense (Miller 8c Johnson-Laird 1976) . Further, the interpretation of cipients as locations accounts for some properties of cipients that are rather unexpected if they are indeed subjects (external arguments agreeing with tense), such as the general absence of agreement or the unexpectedly ill anaphor-binding properties of cipients. Both may follow from cipients not bearing the 'right' features, the 'right' features being those defining things and persons, but not the ones defining locations.24
Something like an inclusion relation between cipients and PP locations not only holds at the object level, but also at the level of indexical structure. Consider the following pattern: In the absence of a cipient, the standard needed to know what it means for the soup to be too hot is set in the utterance situation. In the presence of a cipient, this standard is set by the cipient. The degree to which the soup is actually hot is included, of course, in the set of degrees at which the cipient potentially experiences heat of edibles (the cipient's 'quality space' (Quine 1960) with respect to temperature of edibles).
Note that the cipient appears to set a parameter here that is usually set by the utterance situation. This strongly backs up the claim that cipients are interpreted as definite.
Two indices and cipient anchors
Let's turn now to the role of location for the condition under II, viz. that there are two indices involved in interpreting the cipient structure.
It has been noted that there is a link between unaccusativity and aspectual structure (Borer 1994 Structures as in (51) are productively available, hence constitute the strongest type of counterexample to an exclusively aspectual approach to cipient licensing. These cipient constructions are stative, ruining the idea that eventhood proper is the criterion for cipient licensing. In the following, it is shown how a uniform semantic/pragmatic analysis of the eventive and the foo-comparative cipient structures can be given once we choose a particular format for event representation, namely the one proposed in Dowty (1979, building on von Wright 1965) . Accordingly, the analysis offered here provides an argument in favor of the idea that event representations are really built from contradictory propositional meanings (that encode a change of state); it speaks against a view of events as primitives of the ontology (Davidson 1967 Under standard assumptions, the theme is existentially quantified at the VP level, so there seems to be no way to bind the theme referent in the presupposition (the negated assertion). None of the following formulae is contadictory:28
There is nothing wrong with there not being some y at p' and there being at the same time some x at p. Nor is there anything wrong with there being some y and p' not at each other's places and there being at the same time some x and p at each other's places. What is needed to arrive at contradictory propositional meanings is for information from downstairs to project up and determine further the propositional meaning given as a presupposition. We want to ensure that the referent of the location argument in particular is the same in presupposition and assertion, and we want to further ensure that the same type of thing is talked about in the presupposition and in the assertion.
... with kinds at highly specific locations...
Looking at a single context (index), presupposed pre states and asserted post states as defining a certain change of state will contradict each other if it is made sure that the same location and kind of thing are talked about in the two propositional meanings, but not otherwise. There is evidence that cipient predication projects a presupposition with a location argument whose referent is identical with the one denoted by the PP location. Consider: The example in (56a) contains the cipient licensing predicate appear, it is most natural to interpret the unexpressed location argument as picking its referent from what is mentioned in the main clause (Fidel, of whom we know that he is in Cuba). There is no such locative anaphoricity in (56b) where the location of the state of affairs encoded in the embedded clause is free. Saebo (1996) makes a proposal that offers a good way to understand this contrast. Saebo argues that (57) A zero Argument is anaphoric iff the predicate triggers a presupposition involving it. (Saebo 1996:195) That a location prominent in the matrix clause also locates the embedded state of affairs in (56a) follows if the embedded clause contains a silent location that is anaphorically dependent for referential purposes; if Saeboe is right, then the antecedent location arises from a presupposition triggered by the predicate itself. No such effect is observed with (56b), which does not involve an anaphorically dependent location.29 It is important that the location is anaphoric and consequently does not interact with scope-bearing elements in its clause, since only if the location is specific does one arrive at contradiction between the presuppositional and the actually asserted thing@loc meaning (keeping the evaluation index constant). It is argued here that reference to two indices is forced in the cipient structure exactly because the two propositional meanings lead to contradiction if evaluated at a single index. Something else is needed, though, to 'project up' , namely information about what kind of thing the theme is.30 The case for kind information projecting up from the theme is quickly made; it is in exactly the enviroments we are discussing that we see kind information associated with the theme argument take wide scope with respect to the cipient expression, consider (58).
(58) a. She assigned a (??different) student every exercise.
b. She assigned a student every type of exercise. « "For any type of exercise, she would assign it to a student."
Examples such as (58a) illustrate that it is generally impossible for individual-denoting theme arguments to take (non-surface) scope and distribute over cipient referents ('scope freezing'). (58b) shows that as soon as a kind denoting expression figures as the theme argument, the theme does seem to be able to take wide scope with respect to the cipient (with a generic reading arising for the complete sentence). Kind information thus projects up to at least the cipient level.31 Provided that the location argument is anaphoric to a location in a presupposition and that kind information pertaining to the theme argument projects up, we do arrive at contradictory propositional meanings between what we have in the VP and as a presupposition if we prefix the presuppositional meaning with negation:
We now have situations in which there is both nothing and something of a relevant kind at a certain location, and this, we put forward, necessitates reference to different contexts. But why, after all, couldn't contradictory meanings hold at a single time (interval)? Arguably, this is simply not how language works. Consider, for example, the following:
(60) "Yesterday I was and I wasn't at the office.
Although (60) may likely be true under unspectacular circumstances, it is odd. It seems the quantification is over a relevant minimal interval included in the time denoted by the temporal adverb, and that at this interval only one of the propositions p or not p can be asserted.32 We submit that restriction of the quantification to a relevant minimal domain is at play in the locative as well as in the temporal domain. This also takes care of another problem: it seems that the location has to be very specific to arrive at contradiction.33 Physically there seems to be no problem with e.g. there being a stone on Otto's head already when another one hits him there. What we have to assume is that the location in question is indeed a minimal one.
...to Xoo-comparative
Parallelling the need for a location argument in the verbal domain, comparative constructions license cipients to the extent that they feature a degree element like too in English, indicating that the property talked about is instantiated to a degree beyond what one may call a 'standard of appropriateness' associated with the cipient argument. For the eventive case, the idea is that the cipient is interpreted as its spatiotemporal extension, overlapping with both the index at which the VP thing@loc meaning holds as well as with the index at which its negation holds -cipients thus restrict the possible index values of both propositional meanings and make the structure interpretable (see below). In the too-comparative case, it is particularly obvious that the cipient provides information necessary to interpret the structure. To repeat, we need to know the cipient's standard in order to know what it means for something to exceed that standard.
Transforming the essence of von Stechow's (1984) or Meier's (2003) counterfactual analysis of too-comparative structures, the following examples with paraphrases bring out the parallel between the eventive and the too-comparative case:
(62) a. The vase fell to the ground.
There is an index i where the vase is not on the ground and there is an index i' where the vase is on the ground 8c i < i' . b. The soup was too hot.
There is an index i at which the soup is not hot to degree d (such that it would be appropriate for eating) and there is an index i' where the soup is hot to degree d (such that it is inappropriate for eating) (8c i > i').
In more perspicuous terms, the meanings encoded in the eventive and toocomparative constructions licensing cipients can be represented as follows, where the upper line represents a presupposed propositional meaning holding at a truth interval and where the lower line represents the asserted propositional meaning holding at another truth interval (that does not overlap with the first one). For the state change case, indices are ordered by the precedence relations holding between times; for the comparative case, we may assume that indices ('worlds/situations') are ordered by a preference relation ('being closer to the situation where things accord to standards of appropriateness') :36 The core meaning of the cipient structure can then be written as two simple propositional meanings, one of which is presupposed and the other one asserted; p ranges over locations or over degrees of property instantiation:
We have seen that the location argument depends on the cipient for the fixing of its reference; in the absence of a cipient, it is interpreted with respect to a parameter usually thought to be set in the immediate utterance situation (like location, standards, dimensions). In a more formal setting, we want to say that cipients can be interpreted as their 'spatiotemporal history ' (cf. Carnap 1928; Musan 1995 on the temporal interpretation of individuals) or as their 'quality space' (Quine 1960) with respect to a particular property and thing in question; under this view, dative marking signals the application of a function that maps individuals and indices onto locations (in quality space) at particular indices:37
The spatiotemporal history of an individual is the locations at which that individual is at particular indices; an individual's quality space is constituted by the degrees to which that individual potentially perceives the instantiation of a certain property.38
Remarks on body-part predicates and sense predicates
Some problematic cases remain; for one thing, it appears to be the case that cipients can be licensed in the absence of state change meaning or explicit comparison if the location argument denotes a body part of the cipient. To account for this, one may say that body part predicates come with something like a 'too close/too much' relation built in. This idea gets some support from the fact that body-part cipient constructions typically have a meaning involving physical closeness that is at least exciting, often maleficient or harmful. This possibility and supportive observation was pointed out to me by Magdalena Schwager (p.c.). Another large class of predicates licensing cipients are sense predicates, cf. the piacere class of Belletti and Rizzi (1988) (see the Greek and Spanish examples in (44) and (45), Section 3). It seems likely that with sense predicates, there will be many qualityspace locations simply stored in memory, so that finding and anchoring a presupposition that defines a pre-state/standard poses no problem (see Husserl 1913:1, 41) , who develops the idea that value judgments generally involve contradictory propositional meanings).39
Blocking, repetition and outlook
According to Chomsky (1999) , material that can be interpreted must not be kept in syntax; if cipients render the VP/AP interpretable by accommodating the presupposition projected from the material contained in it, then that material will not be able to enter syntactic relations beyond the cipient under normal circumstances. Under the analysis I have developed, cipients achieve the anchoring of the propositional meaning embedded in the cipient predicate, hence blocking effects as occurring crosslinguistically with cipients are predicted (cf. Torrego 1996; McGinnis 1998) . Thus, in the following example, the theme cannot be interpreted as an argument of repair and at the same time be case licensed (which would require establishing an A relation with Tense, hence across the cipient): (67) were meD A T too high made OK: 'In my opinion, the railway-fares were made too high (for everybody).' *'The r.-fares were made such that they were too high for me.'
It is exactly the most natural and expected reading that is unavailable for (68), namely that the policy of the railway company makes their tickets unaffordable for me (the actual price exceeds the cipient referent's standard). This follows if the theme argument cannot reconstruct into a (caseless) theta position that is associated with the relevant predicate, due to cipient intervention -again, what is blocked is an A-relation across the cipient argument.40
According to my proposal, the cipient makes the VP/AP complement interpretable because it accommodates the presupposition projected from it; therefore, cipient merger yields a fully saturated VP/AP structure. Assuming that interpretation of cipients in terms of indices is allowed, the indices associated with the referent of the cipient restrict the thing@loc meaning, as well as its negation; the indices at which thing@loc holds are included in the indices for which the function f;oc yields a nonempty set when applied to the cipient, and the indices at which the negation of thing@loc holds overlap with the cipient indices. What the structure 'proves' (= is mapped onto in extralinguistic terms) at the relevant stages is shown in (69). We write paraphrases below the symbolic representations for perspicuity.41
'the (relevant) stuff/things that is/are at a certain location (in quality space) at a certain index, the location being a sublocation of the cipient' b. VP |= 3x AT(x,p,i) 8c R(p,w)
'There is/are relevant stuff/things at a certain location at a certain index, the location being a sublocation of the cipient' c. t \= Xi3i' ,i",x relevant-stufffx) 8c AT(x,p,i") 8c ->AT(x,p,i') 8c i' fl i" = 0 8c i' c i 8c i" n i i 0 'The index intervals such that they comprise subintervals i' and i" such that there is/are relevant stuff/things at a certain location at i" (assertion) but not at i' (presupposition)' , where i' and i" are disjoint'
There are subintervals i' and i" of the cipient (interpreted as its index extension) such that there is/are relevant stuff/things at a certain location at i" (assertion) but not at i' (presupposition)'
The V-PP/DegP constituent (cf. (69a)) corresponds to a lambda abstract over the theme argument slot; we assume that this slot is saturated via control by the theme argument in the specifier of VP (cf. (69b)). The crucial work is done by the category t: It existentially quantifies over two intervals that do not overlap; the first of these intervals hosts the pre-state and standard of comparison; the second one hosts the post-state and actual instantiation, t further abstracts over an interval i containing the post-state/actual instantiation interval and overlapping with the pre-state/standard interval; conversion is with the the cipient argument, interpreted (among other) as its index extension. Cipient merger saturates this slot; under the assumption that the relations in which the intervals i' and i" stand to the cipient interval i sufficiently define i' and i", cipient merger yields a fully interpretable structure (cf. (69d)). Building on work by von Stechow (1996) , interpretive effects with presuppositiontriggering adverbs like wieder 'again' in the cipient construction can be accounted for now.42 Wieder triggers different kinds of presuppositions depending on its c-command domain, on the basis of which the presupposition that wieder triggers is computed; in German, the c-command domain of wieder is reflected in its surface position. Looking at the cipient structure, only repetitive readings are available as long as wieder occurs to the left of (/c-commands) the cipient; restitutive readings arise only if wieder occurs to the right of (is c-commanded by) the cipient:43 (70) Assuming (69), wieder has in its scope both the pre-and the post-state of the event in (70a); hence, the repetitive reading is triggered according to which a relevant event has occurred before. In (70b), wieder has in its scope the PP complement furnishing post state meaning; hence, the sentence is felicitous as long as a state corresponding to the post state of the event has held before (cf. (69a)).
An analogous effect occurs with foo-comparative constructions, which we have argued share with the eventive construction the semantic/pragmatic feature that they involve reference to contradictory propositional meanings (contradictory at a single index, that is; cf. above). To repeat, we propose that the propositional meaning embedded in the predicate (AP/DegP) encodes actual instantiation to a certain degree, while the propositional meaning projected as a presupposition and accommodated by the cipient encodes hypothetical instantiation to a certain standard degree. A little context is needed though to see the parallel. Assume that Otto has thrown two parties where each time he served a particularly dry wine. In the first scenario, none of his guests complained about the dry wine at the first party, nor did anybody at the second party. In the second scenario, at least one of his guests complained at the first party, but none did at the second. (71a) is only appropriate in the first scenario while (71b) is felicitous in the second scenario as well: (71) Disambiguating paraphrases of (71a) and (71b) are given in (72a) and (72b) respectively:
(72) a. It was again the case that nobody's standard was such that the wine was too dry. b. Nobody's standard was such that the wine was too dry again.
The difference between (71a) and (71b) can be analyzed as follows: In (71a), wieder takes wide scope, triggering a presupposition according to which what is asserted (that nobody found the wine too dry) was true on a previous occasion -the relation between standards and actual degrees is the same on both the earlier and later occasion. The presupposition triggered in (71b), in contrast, differs from what is asserted (that nobody found the wine too dry); it is just its negation (somebody did find the wine too dry before). Since the wine's dryness is the same at both parties, what must be different is the relation between the actual dryness and the standards involved; we expect this to be allowed only if the structure encoding the relation is not as a whole c-commanded by wieder -under the analysis offered here, wieder has only the actual instantiation (encoded in AP/DegP) in its scope in (71b), not the standard that is associated with the cipient argument. Put more succinctly, scope relations are as in (73a) for (71a) but as in (73b) Negation is needed for the scope difference to be visible because it presumably traps the existential quantifier below wieder. Without negation, intuitions are as expected but both readings can be gotten for both structures with some context.
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1. Cf. Husserl's (1913 Husserl's ( [1993 ) discussion in the introduction to his Logische Untersuchungen ('Logical Investigations').
2. 'Low datives' (Steinbach & Vogel 1998; Meinunger 2002) as occurring in constructions that look like DOCs but where the order as well as hierarchical relation between the theme and dative argument appear reversed will be left out of consideration here. The set of predicates projecting this construction is small, virtually exhausted by aussetzen 'expose' , ent-or unterziehen 'secure/take away from' and 'let undergo'. Similarly, dative/nominative constructions featuring predicates like helfen 'help' , gleichen 'be similar to' and formations like nachfolgen 'follow after' that appear to be unergative will not be discussed.
3. thing@loc is short for: 'there is something at a certain location' . The spelling with the '@'-symbol, denoting a primitive overlap relation, is adopted from Heidi Harley's (2003) review of my dissertation in GLOT.
4-Ideas relating to the licensing of certain dative arguments in Dutch reminiscent of the condition under I can be found in Hoekstra (1988) . Landau (1999) makes a connection between certain constructions in Hebrew being 'object locating' and licensing datives. Fong (1997) proposes a condition reminiscent of the one in II to account for the occurrence of translative case in Finnish. According to Fong, constructions where translative case occurs have to be 'biphasic' .
5.
A truth interval can be understood to be an ordered set of elements furnishing (tuples with) indexical information (a prototypical case being times. See McGilvray (1991) for a development of Reichenbach's theory in terms of temporal intervals so decomposed).
6. For the backward binding effects (cf. (7a)), Belletti and Rizzi (1988) assigned the following structure to their 'piacere type predicates':
Under Belletti and Rizzi's analysis, the 'experiencer' argument c-commands the theme from a canonical adjunct position in (i).
7.
The examples in (8) appear to need marked focus intonation on the PP location or 'bridge accent' (Büring 1997) to be felicitous, a fact that is going to become important later in Section 2.4.3. Analogous 'cipient and PP location' constructions appear to be available in diverse languages, including e.g. Hungarian and Norwegian. See Brandt (2003:66) for examples.
8. It can be shown that the PPs in the examples behave just like PP location arguments in structures not featuring a cipient argument; both cannot be stranded under do so substitution (but location adjuncts can), cf. Note 11, both cannot be fronted in combination with WH question formation (but location adjuncts can), and both behave alike with respect to certain word order regularities in Dutch; for reasons of space, we refer the reader to Brandt (2003:65ff.) for full demonstration.
9. Cf. also cases in English like (i) She shot him a bullet right between the eyes.
10. Judgments are subtle here. Interestingly and supporting our line, the adjectival passive constructions get better with the particle schon 'already' that triggers a presupposition of expecting a state of affairs opposite to the one asserted. Cf. Löbner (1989) . Tom Roeper (p.c.) points out a fact about English that supports a strong connection between 'verbal' particle projection and dative licensing; in the DOC, particles must be 'stranded' , unlike in the prepositional construction where they may be pied-piped as well. Interestingly in verbal passives, the particle may be pied-piped, but may not be stranded:
(ii) a. I was sent up the letter. b. *1 was sent the letter up.
The facts point to a PF interface solution of the problem (particle pied-piping being a preferred option but destroying the phonetic case licensing domain for both dative and accusative. See Neeleman 8c Reinhart 1998 for proposals).
11. That location adjuncts are 'ouside' the constituent containing the theme argument can be witnessed e.g. in VP fronting structures and in do so substitution structures where location adjuncts but not location arguments may be stranded: 13. In German, /nn-//ier-prefixation seems no longer productive, and some of the examples given sound archaic. In English, hither-/thither-prefixation does not seem to occur at all anymore. It should be said as well that few examples can be found where hin-or her-occur with DEC projecting predicates; a plausible reason for this is that these predicates typically already feature a prefix and that this blocks further prefixation for semantic reasons, presumably, cf. the grammatical sentence (i) Sie ist ihm (aufs Dach) hinaufgestiegen. She is him DAT (onto.the roof) hither.up.climbed 'She climbed up to him onto the roof.' 14. While there is considerable agreement in the literature at least since Wasow (1977) that adjectival passives do not project agents, the reviewers point out to me that the evidence from German is less clear in this regard.
15. Kratzer (2000) reminds us that adjectival passive constructions can be identified easily in German, since they utilize a form of sein 'be' instead of the verbal passive form werden 'become' .
16. The sentences are grammatical under an 'arbitrary' reading of the second conjunct, but not under the equi reading which is the one that matters for the argument.
17. That small infinitives lack Tense is argued by Wurmbrand (1999) ; her main argument is exactly that small infinitives cannot be temporally located independently.
18. It may be noted as well that unlike themes and PP locations, cipients can bind into temporal adverbs and temporally modifying clauses: Assuming a Cinquean approach to Adverb licensing according to which adverbs are licensed in designated positions depending on what semantic portion of the tree they modify, the binding data suggest that cipients are licensed in or above a projection that encodes temporal information.
19. Dowty (1979) . Collier (1999) gives an analysis of causation in terms of information states and their relation to each other (essentially overlap).
20. See Brandt (2003) for more evidence of a correlation between cipient licensing and tense encoding.
21. It has been argued by authors like Schneider-Zioga (1993), Iatridou (1995) and Aoun (1999) that clitic-doubling structures encode predication.
22.
Note that across languages, cipients are such that the lighter they are phonetically, the more easily licensed they are. In French for example, only pronouns may occur as 'bare D/NP' cipients, while with full D/NPs a prepositional realization is forced. In English, DOCs degrade with increasing heaviness of the cipient.
23. The idea that certain arguments are interpreted as locations can be found in the 'localise tradition as reflected in the work of e.g. Gruber or Jackendoff. Landau (2003) develops the hypothesis that the experiencers in object-experiencer predications denote 'mental locations'.
24. In more prominently studied agreement systems, the distinctions that matter most are person and number. Evidence is presented in Brandt (2003) that cipients are defective as far as number encoding is concerned, accounting for among other things why cipients cannot bind certain anaphors (like sich in German or Dutch). In Bantu languages that have locative agreement, the locative classes unlike most other classes lack number distinctions. Manzini (2001) shows that 'dative clitics' in Romance are systematically underspecified for person and number, a fact that is expected if the corresponding interpretive features are absent in cipients. Cf. Brandt (2003:222ff.) and references there.
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25. See Brandt (2005) for development of the argument that eventive and foo-comparative structures share a common syntax and semantics. Cf. Geurts (1999: Chapter I) for discussion of tests for presuppositions.
27. Cf. Dowty (1979 ), Hoekstra (1988 . Kratzer (2000) employs an 'f-target' function that takes an event to its 'target state'; this means that Kratzer's analysis still involves a primitive eventvariable, unlike the approaches of von Wright and Dowty or the one developed here.
28. Thanks to Ede Zimmermann for pointing out this problem.
29. Alexis Dimitriadis points out to me that if the when-clause in examples such as (56a) is strongly destressed and thereby signals backgrounding (accommodation higher up in the discourse structure), the reference of the unexpressed location argument is free as is expected if under normal circumstances, presuppositions accommodate locally.
30.
One may wonder whether it is indeed enough for just kind information pertaining to the theme argument to project up, rather than specific information about the particular referent of the theme argument. It seems though that in a situation where the same type of thing is or has
